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ABSTRACT - 

Asian-Americans are educational over achievers, and 1 ; jf , 
have been for many decades. There are various explanations' for the_ 
high educational achievement \of Asian-Americans . The most frequently 
cited theory is that their native culture places a premium, on 
ambition, persistence, arid deferred gratification. Other theories 
attribute. this success to different factors such as the Asian groups 
tradition of cultural borrowing,, their respect for authority,, and, 
their emphasis on the collective good. An analysis of the I960 and 
1970 U.S. censuses suggests a positive correlation between American 
immigration restrictions and the \educational attainment of three 
qroups of Asian iminigrants^-the Japanese, Chinese, and Filipinos. 
This can probably be attributed tb the fact that as restrictions 
tightened, Asian immigrants had tb meet high occupational criteria, 
which presupposed higher education. Settled in the United States, _ • 
these groups found that, despite discrimination, education paid off 
in terms of occupational anfa social mobility, and thisjreinf orced 
their pre-existing valuesVWhile all three groups have shown 
significant educational improvement across successive birth cohorts, 
the patterns of their succesls have differed. (Authbr/LP) •\/'.... \ 
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IMMIGRATION,, EDUCATION AND ASIAN- AMERICANS: 
A COHORT/ANALYSIS 

^ ABSTRACT ■ " 

The achievement or overachievement of Asian-Americans in education 
is evident in a wide variety of reports from classroom behavior at test 
scores, as well as i n the ovef-represen tat 1 on of As 1 an- Amerl cans in 
/ institutions of higher education. Explanations regarding ihej h^f gh r ■[% 
:* educational achievements of Asian-Americans (and Jews) have been yaHed^ 
sometimes confl icting, and always subject to debate. An analysis of the 
1960 and 1970 U.S. Censuses suggests that irnmigration and immigratioh^^^ . 
pol icies may have had a major impact in the educational success • of % ; |g 
Asians' in America.*' The contemporary pattern of Asian- American 
educational success has roots that extend back to the late 19th and Up 
early 20th century, and there are somewhat different paths to 
- "educational success" which are evident in the records of Japanese, 
Chinese and Filipino native-born and ' f ore ignrborn populations.vi;^:;; 
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INTRODUCTION 

Contrary to the popular image, Asian-Americans have not achieved 
equality in all spheres of American society. Tjieir record of 
occupational and earnings attainment is positive" relative to other 
minorities, but still short of full parity with th«f majority population 
(Hirschman and Wong, 1982; Jiobu, 1976; Kitano and Sue, 1973; Kuo, 1981 s ; 
Wong, 1980a, 1982; Wobdrum, 1981). In the field of«4educ^i.on,/JioWever, 
the record of Asian-Americans is one qf consistent over-achievement.* 
For young adults (age 25-34) in 1970, the average Japanese-American , 
(14.0 yrs.) had one and a half more years of schooling than the average 
white (12.6 yrs.), and the figure for Chinese-Americans was even higher 
(16.1 yrs.) (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1973a: 628 ; 1973b :17, 76). The 
success of Asian-Americans in schooling is evident in. a wide variety of 
reports from classroom behavior, 'test scores, as well as qv?r- 
representation in ''institutions of higher education (Ki'tano, 1976:98-99; 
Levine and Montero, 1973; Lymrin, 1974:133-8; Montero and Tsukashima, 
1977; Petersen, 1971:113-22; Schmid and Nobbe, 1965; Schwartz, 1970, 
1971; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1978:14-15; Vernon,. 1982U70-82; 
Wong, 1980b). 'Filipino-Americans have made significant gains in recent 
years and are beginning to approach the .levels of ^hinese- and 
Japanese-Americans (Hirschman and Wong, 1981). 

While the over-achievement of Asian-Americans in education is. most 
evident at, the present, their advantage goes back several decades — 
certainly prior to the" relaxation of prejudice and discrimination* The 
coincidence of minori ty status with the associated hos til i ty and high 
educational attainment is not an unkriown phenomenon. 'The most widely 



cited. example is that of Jewish-Americans and the pattern may well be 

representative of other middleman minorities (Blalock, 1967:79-84; 

Bonaclch, 1973; van den Berghe, 1981:Ch,7). Since conventional theories 

of ethnic' stratification suggest that discrimination should limit 

achievement among, minorities,? the source of this over-achievement in 

education represents an anomaly to be Investigated. Are there 

additional resources available to some minority groups which allow for 

the mitigation of- the effects of discrimination or is there variation- in 
.*■'••'.' * 
- opportunity structure for minority group achievement? Through an 

historical analysis of Asian- American educational attainment, we address 
these issues within the con text jif-avai Table' data. £ 




THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 1 

* ■ . .. * . 

■ ■ • « ■ -~ . 

i, ' 

Explanations regarding the high educational achievement of certain 
minorities, such as the Asian- Americans and the. Jews, have been varied, 
sometimes conflicting, and almost always subject to debate. There has 
been no consensus as to which factor or factors best, explain the high . 
educational achievement of certain-minorities. In this section, we 
present the major theoretical perspectives or explanations which have- 
been used to account for higher than average educational achievements of 
Asians and Jews. 

Probably the most frequently- cited or conventional explanation for- 
successful minorities is the cultural interpretation of differential 
i values toward" achievement 1 (Rosen, 1959). According to this thesis, some 
: ethnic groups are able to achieve * in spS'te of discrimination, because 
their culture places a premium on ambition, persistence, deferred 



gratification, and social mobility. Parents and kinsmen transmit these 
values to their offspring which leads to high motivation for worldly 

success. In an atmosphere of "prejudice, minority achievement Is most, 

•t . *\ ■ 4 

likely to be evident in formal educational institutions which hold 
universal istic and competitive norms. Empirical tests of the cultural 
interpretation have been limited by the usual lack of direct measures of 
values such as ambition and educational aspirations. Studies which do 
include such cultural orientations have not provided strong support for 
cultural explanations of differential ethnic economic attainment, 
(Featherman, 1971). However,' the available evidence suggests that 
cultural orientations play a stronger role in the explanation of ethnic 
educational attainment (Featherman, 1971; Rhodes and Nam, 1970; Stryker, 

1981). .'. 1 ' • 

Even among scholars who share the cultural perspective as the 
primary explanation of the educational achievements of Asian-Americans, 
there is disagreement on the source and content of the salient cultural 
values. Some argue that it is .the traditipnal' Japanese values -stemming 
from the Tokugawa era (1603-1867) which account for the. high educational 
achievement" of the Japanese-Americ§ns. Hence, Caudill (1952) and 
Caudill and DeVos (1956) conclude that while the overt behavior of the 
Nisei (second-generation Japanese) may, in many situations, be^^ 
indistinguishable from the behavior of the white middle class, the 
source is the traditional Japanese value system and personality. 
According to this interpretation, there, seems to be a significant 
' overlap between the value systems of traditional Japan and of the 
American middle-class which encourages high educational achieWrien 
Schwartz (1970, 1971), however, argues that the high scholastic 



achievement of Japanese-Zjmericans 1s due mainly to traditional Japanese 
value" orientations, such fas emphas.is on "collective'! rather than 
"individual" action and j-espect for authority (either at home in the 
.traditional -Japanese famjily or to teachers in the classroom environment) 
— which are not those of middle-class "whites. Similar arguments have 
been used by Hsu (1971) md Sung (1967) in their application of the 
cultural perspective to the educational and subsequent occupational 
success of Chinese-Americans. Both argue that traditional Chinese 
culture, as exemplified by family unity, respect for -elders and those in 
authority, industry, a high value on education, and personal discipline 
account for the exceptionally high educational achievements of the 

Chinese in Anieric^. * ■ 

Another variant of the culturalist perspective argues that it is 

. , ■ •' i .» 

.not the traditional Asian values,' but the successful assimilation by the 

Asians to the American, middle class value system that accounts for 'their 
1 



high level of achievement. Kitano '(1969:3,112) argues that part of the 



reason foKthe success 



of Japanese-Americans is that they have been very 
successful in adopting/ the values, skills, attitudes, goals, and. ? 
expected behavior of the middle-class majority. However, he does note 
that the acculturation of ; the Japanese has not been because their 
culture and the American middle class are the same but rather because of 

Mi * 

O . • 

the functional compatibility and the interaction between "the -two. 

Montero and Tsukashima (1977) find that Nisei 7 who had low fluency in 

Japanese, lived outside the ethnic confines; had co-workers and friends 
. outsidljhelir ethnic group, -belonged to, ethnically mixed social 

organizations^ were not disturbed about , out-marriages, had spouses of 
„' another ethnic group, and identified themsel ves as Americans had higher 



# 

educational attainment than the Nisei who did not. Hence, -they conclude 
that the greater the asimilation of the Nisei respondent, .the higher the 
educational achievement. Other researchers suggest the opposite.- 

* • 

Kttano (1962) and Connor (1975) find a gradual decline in academic 

achievement of \ Japanese-AmerJ cans as they become more. assimilated. They 

L '' ' ' 

argue that longer residence in the United States has led to more 

assimilation and less orientation^toward achievement.. They claim that 

the high academic achievements of^the Japanese-Americans was largely due 

to the denial of opportunities to^participatfi 1 in social and other^ 

extra-curricular school activities "in the pre-World War II period. This 

situation left academic success as the only path for achievement. Since 

the^present generation of Japanese-Americans now have greater 

opportunities to participate socially, this thesis suggests that 

academic achievement, (or overachievement) would decide. 

From this brief* review of the cultural perspective on the 

educational achievement of Asian minorities in the United States, there 

is no clear x consensus on the importance of .this perspective, nor on 

which values (traditional or white middle class) are the key to their 

higher' educational achievement. Moreover, empirical Vesearch is 

inconclusive on the consequences of the assimilation of Americ 

middle-class values. • ' V 

• ■ -> . - ■ M 

• . /a 

Alternative theoretical frameworks do not deny the importance of 
• • ■ ." o • . /. * . ■ , 

cultural values, but put them in a larger context" of the structural 

■' ' . ■ ■ . ' .-' '" ' ■ ■ •/ .• "\ ' 

• conditions that 'create and sustain such orientations. ^These include 

immigrant status, social class position, and other institutional 

resources.; * ■• ^ 



Immigrant status 1s often associated with selectivity in the 
country of origin. A theme which runs throughout the immigration 
literature is the selectivity of immigrants as an explanation of their, 
rapid socioeconomic gains of foreign-bjprn over native-born after several 
years (Chiswick, 1979; U.'S. Department of Labor, 1979). Moreover, the 
experience of long distance migration may Inspire an intense committment 
towards achievement in the new setting, which is transferred to the 

. ' t 
.. ■ . * . • 

children of immigrants. This sense of committment to success may be, 

\ . /' . 

reinforced by the response of the host society to immigrants. 

•i 1 ■'. ' ■• 

Typically, immigrants encounter social and racial discrimination, 

although the degree-may vary considerably. A 'mode/ate degree of 

prejudice which does not completely block mobility may serve to 

reinforce a "high level of motivation, e.g. : , "We [have to br twice as good 

as the native^ to be hired or to succeed." Yee (1976) argues thaTI" 

Asians need educational and other qualifications superior to those* of 

\ Oi ' • 

white candidates in order to get appointed to high grade jobs. He 
contends that Asians are employed. as professionals and in staff 
technical positions, but are rjarely put in positions with white 
subordinates. I 

Although it bas been argued that Japanese" immigrant's were poor 
/ i . i' . 

peasants who beca'me upwardly mobile; (Glazer, 1969) , others conclude that 

many of the early Japanese came with aboye-average educational 

backgrounds (Ichihashi, 1932:65"-78; Strong,' 1970). Kitano (1969:13,23) 

and Petersen (1971: 13-14) seem to believe that both arguments are -true 

— that many Of the early immigrants to Hawaii were indeed lower class 

whereas many of the later onej to the mainland were superior in their 

educational levels, abilities and ambition. A similar argument has been 



presented by Steinberg (1981:Ch.3) who concludes that Jewish immigrants 
1n the rate 19th century and early 20th century had a social class 
advantage\>ver other contemporaVy European. immigrants. While extremely 
poor, Jewish immigrants tended to have urban-artisan backgrounds. . 
Compared to other Immigrants with rura^l peasant origins, Jewish 

• * 

Immigrants were able to take greater advantage qf the available 

opportunities in the United States, especially for schooling of their 

children, l . 

A related theme to the selectivity of immigrants is the middleman 
* » « . ' 

minority thesis which ties together the position of the sojourner 

community (a more-or-less permanent Immigrant population) along with a * 



concentration in entrepreneurial roles (Bonacich, 1973; Kitano., 1974; 
Loewen, 1971). In/such circumstances, minorities are disposed' jto invest 
in liquid capital that can be -easily moved. Human capital, or 
education, might be seen as an investment with a high level of security. 

Another factor Which may be instrumental in the success of the 
Asian groups in the United States is' the resources which were available 
to these immigrants from their ethnic communities which aided them in 
their adjustment and adaptation in American society, and subsequently, 
their sLccess in their climb \ip the socioeconomic ladder (Bonacich, 
1975; M, 1971; Li, 1977; Light, 1972; Miyamoto, 1972/ Wong, 1976; 
Woodrum et ak, 1980). The ethnic community with -its family, clan, 
district' and other social organizations were a potential resource for 
Asian immigrants. Having limited capital, they were able to effectively 
use the established rotating creditlassociations and other social 

\ A 

organizations to gain an economic foothold.^ This was later followed by 

, • ... :■ : ., ; . ■; .- ;. \ ; ; . "v i.f . -, ; . | 

substantial educational achievement!, \if not for themselves, for their 



children (Light, 1972). Lieberson (1980:15) also notes that the influx 
of "new'f Jewish immigrants from Eastern Europe at the turn of the 
century had the potential resource of , the earl ier wave of German Jewish 
immigrants. While the cultural differences between these two groups 
were quite wide? there was probably a certain degree of sponsorship and 
assistance to the new immigrants Ynote the parallel to recent waves of 

' y ♦ v • ' 

Cuban immigration). \ 

Lieberson ,(1980: Ch. 12) spe^tes^thatWian immigrants were able 
to insulate fhelselves from societal discrimination through their .. 
specialization In certain sectors of the economy.- The importance of the 
ethnic economy for the sponsorship of the social mobility of Asian- 
Americans is another theme in the literature (Bonacich and Model!, 1980; 
tight, 1972). Ethnic enterprises are a bLe to\both provide employment 
/and to mobilize capital ^ But exactly how does a\ concentration In smaU. 
/ business activities\ lead. to educational anbition and success? After 
acknowledging*thajt family and ethnic solidarity as well as a decline in 
discrimination probably promoted the education and ambition of second- 
generation Japanese-Americans (Nisei), Bbnacich and Model! p980:152) 

he ethnic economy.) Providing 
a means by which their children 



suggest that a deeper root springs from 



their children with higher education was 
could enter the ranks of the "independent professions, the pinnacle bf % 
the petit bourgeois world\ or to take over the family business or farm 
an*d run it more efficientlyV' . ^Higher education. of the Nisei\had an . 
unintentional consequence ofbeing used^as a stepping stone to leaving 
the ethnic economy.' Instead\of strengthening it, higher education often 
provided an avenue of escape, 



ii 



Our study, bas&d upon census data, will allow only an Indirect test 

of some of these competing theoretical formulations., 

- * 

DATA AND VARIABLES ■ * 

/' > t . 

■ / . 

i 

Our analysis of Asian-American educational'trends, relies upon data . 
from the 1960 and 1970 Population Censuses of the United States. 
. Because educational attainment is a relatively stable characteristic 
during the adult years, analysis of educational cKange by age in a 
cross-sectional census (or survey) can be taken to represent historical 
change across jsuccessive birth cohorts. Population censuses are one of 
the few national data sources which will generate sufficient numbers ot 
small minorities, such as. Asian-Americans, for, statistical analyses. 
Using both the. 1960 and 1970 Censuses allows. us to push the cohort 
analysis a step further at either end of the time-series (the oldest and 
youngest). Depending upon the analytical' purpose, we use either the 

'i960 or 1^70 data, or both,, in different tables. We have conducted ^all 

\ " 
analyses with both data sources and the basic trends and patterns are/. 

broadly similar. ' \ \ * J 

\ • N - . » 
We begin our analysis of Asian-American educational patterns with 

published census data, which provides the most reliable estimates of the 

.universe. Published census tabulations of social and economic 

characteristics of Asian-Americans are based upon samples of 25% and 20% 

of the total population for 1960 and 197ti, respectively. In order to , 

w . u * - / 

pursue more detailed'so'cioeconomic analysis, we used Public Use Sample 

data for the 1960 and 1970 Censuses. From the .01 samples of both 1960 

• • . . . , »• I '" • • 

and 1970 (15% questionnaire^ state sample), we selected. all Japanese* 4 



Chinese, and Fi lipino s abpye age 25^ This yiel ds samples of 2640 
Japanese, 1324 Chinese,, and 1034': Filipinos ;in l960,\ and 3463 Japanese,. ; 
2351 Chinese, and "1772 Filipinos in 1970. Comparable samples of the 

/ Anglo population (whites minus^white Hispanics) were selected from the =; 
. 001 Publyic Use., Sampl es of the 1960 and 1970 Censuses (Ns of the Angl q 

y sampi^Sf popul ation above age 25 was 8309 in 1960 and 7976 in 1970) . f 
Evert with the sub$tantia_l^imples, specific age groups by other ^ ^ 
characteristics resulted in very small cell sizes. Accordingly, we are 
careful to avoid excessive interpretation of small differences in the 

/Tatar-- -."v - ; •••• '"'v •■ '■" 4:.-&"rr 

The primary dependent yariabl e, educational attai nment , l s measured 
as the number of years of completed' schooling, with a range from 0 to . 
. 18. Individuals with more than 18 years of schooling are coded with a 

score of 18 years. . \ : :•. .: *v ,/ '■ __'Jl 4^-- : — — 

tndependent ; variabl%jre.J mi ted\to the standard census item. 



Age, grouped by ten year .intervals, is transformed to represent birth 
cohorts from "Before 1895" to "1935-44"! Nativity is measured by place 
of birth: whether in the United States or overseas. The foreign-born 
are assumed, to have had the education in their country-of-birth, V 
although: this wiVl be in err for' immigrants who arrived as children^. 
Within the United" States., the states of California and Hawaii are i;;; 
'considered to be wportant^geographical settings (both as a. state of 
birth and state of current residsnce)^ for Asian-Americans. 

f 

i . 
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PATTERNS ; OF. AS I An I MM I GRAT I ON 



Although the \pace of Asian inmigratio/i. tO: the Un 
increased f dramatically since the reform legislation of the 1965 * 7 ; 
Immigration/Act (Wong and Hirschman, 1983), the historic roots of Asian 
immigration extend back to the middle of the 19th century. As; European 
immigrants began to arrive in increasingly large numbers- on the East 
Coast, a similar process was occurring on the West Coasi-from ^sia, with 
Hawaii as a frequent stepping stone. Table 1 presents the available 
data on the -number of immigrants, by decade, for the three: major Asian 
sending countries: China; Japan, and the>hilippines'. Since the , 
quality and coverage of immigration statisticsJias varied sharply "over - 



the ye^s_,'jthese--f-igures~shOiJld not be considered to be anything more • 
than crude indicators x of the magnitude of Asian immigration. Moreover, 

'•' . X , '{ ■ - '■ '• :.. 

since- emigration was very substantial, sometimes equal to the volume of . 
immigration, the net magnitude of international migration is only 
partially reflected in these figures. * ' ' V. i: 



• , .* *• Table 1 About Here 

y 



, From this table;/ we note that the first Asian group to arrive to 
the United States were the Chinese, arriving in significant numbers 
during the 1850s to work in the gold mines in Galifornia and vlater on 
the railroads. Most of the Chinese immigrants" were young male 
sojourners who came tj) the United. States to seek their fortune, planning 
to return to China. ./Ethnic antagonism developed between the white •, 
laborers and th>^Cliinese leading to many violent attacks on the Chinese 

I 7- .' i ' :M Mi . ■ ' - ■■:::■'■-( 
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population. Political pressures bufrt up .resulting in the passage of 
the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882,; which sharply curtailed further labor 
mi g rat ion from China. This act was renewed in 1892, thenmade a~ ^h ; 1 
permanent feature of Uni ted States immigrati on policy in 1904, A small -0 
number of officials, merchants, teachers, students and travelers were ' 
'excluded from this ban (McKenzie, 1928). . Moreover, up until 1.934, wives 
and children or other nonexcludable immigrants could lawfully enter the- 
United.States. An the 1940-50 decade; several changes in immigrati on law 
~ such as the Refugee Act, the War Brides Act, and the establishmenVof 
a token quota system of 105 Chi nese immi grants per ywr^—i ncreased the 
level of Chinese immigration to, the^Un^ The tremendous rise 

tnH:he-numbe r~- of Chine s^^ the United States, beji nning in the .v 

-1970 decade/ "is mainly due to the enactment of they Immi gra'ti on Act 
of 19)i5, which struck down the United States racist immigration policies 
(natiohal origin quotas). The new laws put a premium on family 
reunification and scarce occupational skills, with the result that many 
more Chinese were allowed to enter the United States. v 
The Japanese Were the second Asian group to immigrate in large 
numbers to the United States. After the exclusion of the Chinese, 
' Japanese immigration became the new. source of cheap labor for the West 
Coast during the last decade of. the 19th century and the first decade of 
the 20th century'. Ethn i c antagonism developed against the Japanese (as 
it did for the .Chinese before them, see Daniels, 1977:16-30). .. The 
decade "of 1901-^1910 marked the peak of .Japanese immigration, culminating 
in the so-called "Gentlemen's Agreement" of 1908, whereby Japan limited: 
migration to the United States. to only nonlaborers. The continued level 
of. Japanese immigration in the following two decades consisted mostly of 



m 



"picture-brides" and the kin off Japanese already* in the United 
-The- passage of the Immigration Act of 1924- Barred ^"^iS.i^jbHe lr^r^^lgi^a jpjn_,v_^f^"-- : -^-V 
Japanese to the United States. Japanese immigration 
States' resumed' in the 1950s to a level of about 40,000 per decade. The 
Irani grati on and .Natl onal ity Act (McCarran-Wal ter) of 1952 allowed 
Immigration outside of the quota system I for -immediate, relatives of U.S. • 

citizens and other selected cases. This act also established a token 

• : * - / ; .... . .. . . v. ■% . • ; ;; . 

quota of 185 immigrants from- Japan. The Immigration Act of 1965 appears 
to have had relatively little impact on Japanese immigration compared to 
that of other Asian countries. . ' _ 

The third Asian group to arrive ta the shores of the United ^States, 
ai c. .yjgh occurring much later, was thg. Fi lipinos. Many first immigrated 
to Hawaii to work on the sugar and pineapple plantations. Migration of 
i^large numbers of Filipinos to the United States did not begin until 
1923, coming directly from the. Phil! ipines or indirectly through Hawaii 
(California, Department of Industrial Relations, 1930:15-23). Because 
Filipinos were considered nationals of the United States, they were not 
subject to the 1924 ban op: Asian immigration. However, the ; V 
. Tydings-McDuffie Att (Filipino'Exclusion Act) of. 1934 placed an "alien" 
Status on Filipinos, thereby restricting Filipino ^immigration to fifty 
persons per year. In 1946, an immi grati on quota ; <w 100 persons was 



established for Filipino immigrants. The Immigration and Nationality 
Act \>f .1952 and especially the Immigration Actor 1965 appear to have 
had significant consequences on the immigrant flow of Filipinos to the 
United States. . ' ' "/ '.. 'j '/> ■ •. 

Another vantage point to view the historic patterns of Asian 
immi grat i on to the Uni ted States i s to exami ne the numbers of 
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Asian-Amerteao^i n succes si ve censuses . These figures, along with theV 
percent foreign-born, are reported for Hawaii and the U.S. mainland in . 
Table 2. The Asian population, in the United; States is largely 
concentrated in» three states Hawaii,: California, and New York (the 
'V' v \ latter only for the Chinese). The geographical distribution of Asians 
l *U, : / has bejn clearly related to the settlement patterns of the^ immigrants 
" (Wong, 1983; Wong and Hirschman, 1982). <. :. , 



Table 2 About Here 



For the Japanese and Filipino populations, international migration 
began to Hawai i , then mi grati ng . on to -the U.S. mainl and , parti cul arly 
the West Coast. For Chinese, the movement to the mainland began earlier 
and was always more substantial than the migration to Hawaii. For 
example, during the. first half of this century, only a quarter of .all 
Chinese-Americans resided in Hdwaii compared to half of Japanese- arid 
Filipino-Americans. In the last couple of decades, with renewed v . j 
immigration to the mainland, -the balance has shifted even further; /In i 'f 
1970, almost two-thirds of Japanese, three- fourths of Filipinos, and j, 
/nine out of ten Chinese lived on the mainland. 

During the twentieth century," the Asian population in Hawaii, 
especially the Chinese and Japanese, has become 1 increasingly native- 
born. By 1970, about 90% of tht^ Japanese and Chinese and two-thirds of 
the Filipinos in Hawaii were -native-born. The.shift to native-born 
majorities has been much slower for the Asian-Americans on the mainland. 
The transition to an American-born majority is most evident among the 
i'l •' Japanese population, which has had more than two- thirds native-born for 
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several decades. 1 For a variety .of reasons, -including; a smaller share of 
women (and therefore children), about half of mainland Clitnes/.and 
Filipinos were still foreign-bftfhyat mid-century. Because off the sharp 
rise of Asian immigration in the late 1960s, the proportion Foreign- born 
of. Chinese and Filipinos increased between 1960 and 1970i a/trend that 
continued in the 1970s. 



THE TREND IN EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 



In the subsequent analysis of educational change, we always examine 
the foreign-born and native-born populations independently (separately 
by ethnic origin). We al so consider the differences by geographical 
location. Not 'only does the nativity composition vary sharply between 
areas of settlement, but we suspect that there are other significant 
differences in the social and economic environment. 

Jo examine the question of Asia&American fedi^ationa^su 
turri%) the historic trend in educational attainment of Asians relative 
to the majority population. To the extent that-'patterns of attainment" 
vary over 4ime and systematically with other factors, it may be possible 
t6 specify the reasons for minority achievement. Since most individuals 

' finish their formal schooling before reaching adulthood, it is possible. ; 

\ to trace the historical change of successive birth. cohorts by examining 
the trend from the oldest to the youngest age^group (of adults). 'The ■ 
interpretation Snd potential bias are somewhat different for the two 
nativity groups '(foreign- and native-born). 



•/•A 
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For/the foreign-born, educa ti ona I 1 eve! s probably refl ect 
opportunities in the country of origin (assuming most immigrants 
finished schooling before migration) and the selectivity of the 
immigrant stream. For the native-bSrn, > comparison of Asians and the = .. 
jnajoritV population reflects the differential opportunitiesvfor. , * f; 
schooling in American society. Longitudinal inferences' from' ^ ; ■ ; 
cross-sectional data assume that, the current populations/ arrayed by, 
age, reflects the experiences of successive cohorts at\earlier points in 
time. '•• For /the nat 1 ve-born , different!' a T mortal i ty couldXbias the ; . 
representativeness^ older age-groups (cohorts), although we think tfie 7 
impact' will be relatively minor. The foreign-born population will : rfot"T 
'only experienceVLfferential mortality,' but also selective 
return-migration to the country of origin. Although we have no firm i ':• 
estimates of the magnitude or composition of return-mi gra ti on , its 
,, effects could be x substantial (Jasso and Rosenzweig, 1982-, Warren and , 
Peck/ 1980 >. Accordingly, the trend of educational change among - / 
foreign-born must be careful ly interpreted .y* ; To the extent that the 
least successful emigrated, the present sample may over-represent the ; : 
more qualified of the older cohorts. 

With the relatively smalllnumbers of Asians in the public use • • 
samples of census data, sa'mp-1. Trig error is a problem, fo/ the inference. of 
change across cohorts'. Accordingly, .we begin with data drawn from the; , r 
published census reports based, upon' a substantial; sample (25%).- Table 3; 
shows the median years of completed schooling by sex,, nativity status, 
ethnicity, and birth cohort based upon I960 Census data. The same 
comparisons are shown in Table .4, with another indicator -- the ;jndex of 
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The net difference ,indei< (ND) ;is based on each group's distnbutio/i^n 
all locations along the educational continuum (Li eberson;vM75). ' ; X 
Assuming a(v 

that. the White group' s education will exceed the Asian group's' level 50% 
more often than will the Asian group exceed the whi te- group. If all the 
^"^whfte group's 3wes exceed all the Asian group scores, the index will 
be +1.0. Conversely J if all the Asian scores exceed the whi ^ 
scores,, the ND will be -1.0. The value of zero means that the number "of 
pairs in which the white group exceeds the Asian group is equal to the 
. number of pairs in wliich the Asian group exceeds the white group. . . 
Among the oldest cohort of immigrants (born before 1895), there is .: 
a sharp contrast between the Japanese and the other two Asian > 
populations. Even among this, early group of immigrants, presumably 
arriving around the turn of the century, the Japanese male population \ 
(at least among the 1960 survivors) appears to be as selecttve as the 
total white population, (median of about 8 years). In contrast, the 
oldest cohort. of Chinese and Filipino immigrants was a relatively less 
,* -selective stream (Chinn, 1969; Kung, 1962 ; Lasker , 1931 ) . \ This, i s an • 
important point that wil l be discussed later in the analysis. . 

'In general Asian female immigrants had lower educational- levels . 
* than; Asian male^i the differences between the sexes were 

.'' relatively" minor.' The most important finding is the rapid rise in . 
V .educational levels of successive cohorts of Asian immigrants which led 
to parity with and then to relative superiority to the white population. 



♦ V- 



As noted above, Japanese imm 



grants^ were particul arl y wel l qua! if i ed , 



frit ' , ;\ . - 'i On ■ ' 



even among the oldest cohort. But all three Asian immigrant populations, 
showed dramatic Increases in. their educational levels across successive 
birth cohorts. The' relative gains can be seen by comparing ^ 



educational attainments of Asian immigrants with white and -Black ; 
Americans in Table/3 and most clearly in the. Indexes of net difference 
in/Table 4. 

A-negative /index means that more Asian immigrants had educational 
attainments than exceeded white educational levels than, vice versa; 

Among the male immigrant population, Japanese educational levels . V 

7 : •' ' -. ■./:.- •'• i ; ;«'V - *.- ';• 

exceeded the white U.S. population attainments by the 13^5-24 birth 

cohort. By the 1925-34 birth cohort, male Chinese and Filipino ,. , v 

immigrants registered a similar accomplishment. Asian female immigrants \ 

reached educational parity yth^hite U.S. women (or exceeded them), but ^ 

at a slower pace than that of Asian men. . 

The* trend in tyie educational attainment of native-born Asian- 

Americans parallels the pattern of immigrants, but with some impprtant 

differences. Among the oldest cohort, those who attended American 

schools before World War I, the Japanese Nisei held their own with the y 

average white (less so for females). Native-born Filipinos, and 

especially Chinese, were considerably lower in their educational 

attainments — comparable to the levels of Black-Americans .of the same 

generation. But then quite dramatically, Asian-American, especially 

Chinese, educational levels rose sharply.- .The net difference indexes in 

Table 4 show that by the 1915-24 cqhort (schooled in the 1920s and. 30s) 

native Jborn Chinese and Japanese (bqth men and women) had higher 

educational levels than whites.-' Since then Japanese and Chinese 
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educational superiority hasvjncreased and native-born Filipinos have 
approached parity with whites. 

Further exploration of these trends is considered in the following 
sections of this paper. 

ASIAN IMMIGRANTS ,.. » 

It : ' ' " • , * ' " 

In this section, we consider more closely -trends in the. 
socioeconomic composition of Asian immigrants,. To obtain the longest 



span of cohorts,, we splice together cohorts (age^roups) from the /Public 
Use Sampfes.of the 1960 and 1970 .Censuses. W8v^ng from published/census 
tabulations to the public use sample census data provides more 
flexibility for data analysis and presentation, but at -the cost jbf, less 
reliability because of the smaller sample sizes. Modest differences 
could easrfy be due to. sampJ ing 'variations. Our aim here is to report 
major differentials- and general trends. 

Table 5 presents mean years of schooling and occupational status- 
(the Duncan Socioeconomic Index) for the three major As iarr|mmi grant 
/populations and comparison groups of native-born and foreign-born Anglos 
by sex. In addition to the means, we also present the coefficients of 
variation (the standard deviation divided by the mean), for the 



educational an^Toccupational means. In general , the trends in Tab! e 5 
.confirm and amplify the basic patterns revealed in Tables 3 and 4. ^v'v:;0.'^V•>•; : '^•;^; 

. \ Table 5 - About Here ^ ' f : * 

Q(ot only did the earliest, wave of* Japanese immigrants possess 
/ higher' educational qualifications than the oldest, Chinese and Filipino 
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immigrants, but they (Japanese Immigrants) were a much more homogeneous 
Immigrant stream. This factor may have given the Japanese) Immigrant 
population more 'Internal solidarity (less social class variation) among' 
Asian groups. For successive birth co^H^of Asian immigrants (which; 
are only loosely related to actual cohorts^o^ 

timing of entry), educational qualifications rose in /dramatic fashion. 
Beginning with the bi rth cohort of 1915-1924, Asian immigrant 
educational levels equaled or exceeded that of An glosl both native-born 
and foreign-born. For the youngest cohorts, the mean years of schooling 
exceeded 12 years, and in some cases (Japanese men) the average is 15 
years of schooling. .' As rapidly as overall educational qualifications 
rose, variance declined.. Although educational attainment among Asian ■ ^ 
female immigrants' is a bit below Asian men,, the same general patterns, v , 
hold -- rapid inter-cohort rise in average educational levels and j 
declines in variance. The distinctively high educatit^of th^ youngest 
Filipino female immigrants is -.a. clear example of this pattern. . 7 

The lower panel in Table 5 presents the average occupational status 
of tbe same cohorts of Asian immigrants and native-born and foreign-born 
Anglos. Since individuals often change their occupation over their 

time- series trend (from the oldest to the. youngest age group) rests on 



weaker ground. Nonetheless, some broad observations can -be made (these 
data refer only to the subset of the sample that reported an 
occupation). The rise of occupational status across cohorts/ was a bit 
slower, although the youngest Asian Immigrants report very high 
occupational levels." .The earliest wave. of Japanese immigrants are not 
distinctively superior in their occupational status (as they were in 



their educational attainment). In fact, the average ^Chinese immigrant 
occupational 'status was above the Japanese mean for the first several .,' 
birth cohorts. From the oldest to the youngest cohorts, the 
heterogeneity; of Japanese male immigrants was reduced , but hot for the ; 
Chinese. Filipino men and all women immigrants have increased their 
occupational status sharply across the cohorts in our sample. It was 
not until the 1925-1934 birth cohort of males and the youngest birth 
cohort of women that one notes higher socioeconomic attainment by Asians 
over native-born or foreign-born Anglos. 

Any interpretation of the determinants of the changing character of 
Asian immigration must rely on a considerable amount of inference and 
conjecture. We have very little hard information on the patterns and 
selectivity of immigrant streams, their early experiences in the U.S. , 
or the magnitude and composition of return migration. But the data 1 on 
earlier waves of Asian immigrants who survived to be interviewed in the 
1960and 1970 Population Censuses provide some bases for interpretation. 

Japanese immigrants were a very select population, even for those 
arriving around the turn/ of the century. ' For the Chinese and Filipino 
popu lations, the earliest immig rants had on 1 y mini ma 1 qua 1 i f i cations. 
But then over successive cohorts, the o,ual i^rca^its! of Asian immigrants 
of . a 1 1 -n a t i o n a 1 it i e s/i- ma 1 e -an d f ema 1 e , have risen dramatical ly . : Wh i 1 e 
the label of a bra/n-drain. may be a stereotype, the educational 
composition of recent Asian immigrants has been rather extraordinary 
(Chen, 1977; North, 1974; Pernia, 1976). .. . 

■ It seems that the educational qualifications of Asian immigrants • 
have been/Closely related to the restrictive U.S. immigration pol icies 
towards /Asians. For Chinese,- the open door pol icy, ended with the • 



infamous Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882. Prior to this date, it seems 
that most Chinese immigrants'were'laborers^with minimal educational 
qualifications — ^comparable to the pattern qf European immigration 
stream 'of the same era. After the immigration bar, Chinese immigration 
continued T but at much reduced levels. (Moreover, the exodus of return 
migration meant -that .the absol ute numbers of Chinese in the U. S. 
declined for several decades). To get around the restrictions against £ 
Chinese immigration, the new Chinese arrivals had to fitfcrather narrow 
• criteria— officals, merchants, teachers, students, traders, or the ■ 
alien' wives or children of these nonexcludable\cl asses, or kin to a U.S. 
citizen of Chinese ancestry. It is riot unreasonable to assume that this 
• meant (or was corrrelated with) a higher level of educational 
qualifications. For the youngest cohorts who arrived in the 1950s and 
after the\ 1965, Immigration Act (many as students), the avenue of y 
immigration was scarce occupational skills which typically meant : . . 

advanced educational degrees, such as medicine, engineering, and other 

i 

technical fields. . . 

- " \ • . \ . ' • • ■ 

Early Japanese immigrants entered the U.S. labor market at the 

bottom, typicall y as farm 1 aborers. Yet the i r above-average educati onal 

levels gave them a 'unique advantage. The 1908 "Gentlemen's Agreement" 

restricted further/Japanese labor migration, but left loopholes until 

they were closed by the 1924 legislation. A reasonable assumption is 

that the restrictions worked to further increase the selectivity of 

Japanese immigrants. When Japanese immigration resumed on- a\moderate 

'•••.•."•'**■ .'• \ • 

scale in the 1950s and 1960s, the legal channels for admission only 

permitted those with highly skilled credentials to enter.- 
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The composition of Filipino., immigration appears to parallel the ' * 
Chinese experience — several, decades later and on a smaller scale. 
Beginning as an Influx of migrants with minimal qualifications, the 
average level of education rose for successive cohorts a| immigration 
restrictions were put into place. Then in the wake of the 1965. reform v ;* 

legislation, Filipinos, immigrants came in increasing numbers with jty > 
unusually high educational standards. v . - 

In a perverse way, the racist character of U.S. .immigration policy 
toward Asia may have strengthened the capacity of the Asian communities V « 
in the U.S. The door; while not completely closed, limited the inflow v 
of immigrants to modest numbers. Moreover, it also meant tHat the / % - 
newcomers had above-average levels of education, often sup or to the.^-" 
native white population of the United States. This cert / •„ "riimized/ 
pressures on the resident Asian communities to absorb and sponsor^^te ' • 

new immigrants for the first half of -the twentieth century. Moreover, 
the selective character of the"? immigrant stream probacy strengthened 
the economic achievements of Asian-Americans and set high expectations 
for the educational attainments of their children. 

[ • . I 

NATIVE-BORN ASIAN-AMERICANS . 



In this section, we jrace changes in average level of education 
across successive cohorts .of. native-born Asian-Americans using 1970 
Census data arrayed by age.-. Assuming that the potential for educational 
attainment is randomly distributed across ethnic populations^ variation ' 
1n achievement, will reflect differential opportunities and the economic, 
social and cultural environments of the home and community. 



24 



Table 6 presents mean years of schooling sub-divided into graded 



schooling (1-12) and college (1-6) for. the three major ftsian populations 
"(Japanese, Chinese, Filipinos); and Anglos (whites excluding white ; 
Hispanics) by state of birth. The mean years of "completed schooling is \ 
the sum of £he two components:- years of graded schooling and years of 
college. Since the educational and, the social environment may differ 
•across geographical settings, the results are presented separately for . 
the major areas of Asian-American concentration (Cal ifornia and Hawaii ) 
and the balance tif the country. State of birth is the proxy for area of 
residence during age at schooling. There are too few Anglos in Hawaii 
in our sample to provide reliable estimates by age group. Table 6 also 
contains another 'component of the educational process — the proportion • 
• of each, population that has attended college (attainejL13. or more years , 
of schooling): '.In this table .we have -collapsed men and women together. 
Separate analysis by sex and by generation (2nd vs. 3rd or higher 
generations in the U.S.) did not reveal .sufficient differences to ^ 
warrant separate presentation. V 




, Table 16 - About Here ; 

The trend in the educational attainment foKAnglos reflects the ■ 
expansi on of education i n Ame.ri ca during the ,20th century. The ol dest 
cohort (born before 1905) received an average of. 9 to 10 years of 
• education in the peri od "prior to World War h Average education's 
.-' slightly higher in California than elsewhere, but the level of college > 
.attendance was a bit joWerf in Can ifornia. The average years of 
schooling g\ew steadily across Successive cohorts and was oyer 13 years 
in .Cal ifornia and above 12 years el sewhere^ f or the ybun ges.^ph-op€: 

EjRjC ! - . % .>/•'.. ^IMfe ■'. ■ :■- : k 



(1935-44) whose schooling was centered in the 1950s. The components of 

/ educational growth we-ra-^n almost universally high level - of graded 
■ schooling and an (increasing [percentage attending college. Almost half 
of the youngest cohort bom in California attended college, but less 

' than one-third of those frpm other states did. 

The comparable /I eve,! SvOf education for Japanese and Chinese do not 
fit the expectation of disadvantaged minorities. Native-born Japanese 
had comparable or higher educational attainments than Anglos for all the 

*i cohort's 'represented in this, table. For the older cohorts, ..it seems that 
Japanese-Anglo parity reflects roughly similar levels of graded 
schooling and college attendance. Japanese from California did better 
than Japanese elsewhere, as did Anglos. It is the -younger, two Japanese 
cohorts, especially the youngest (born from 1935-44), whose educational 
attainment. begins to advance significantly above the Anglo level. The ^ 
slight Japanese edge in the, 1925-34 cohort was primarily due to higher 
levels of secondary schooling completion. But the 1935-44 cohort of 

J Japanese sharply increased their educational attainment through a 
dramatic jump in college attendance -- 30 percentage points in 
California (44 to 75). The increases in Hawaii and in other states were 
somehwat less, but still outstripped tne educational gains of Anglos. 

The educational achievements of native-born Chinese-Americans are 
no less impressive, but the trajectory of historical change was somewhat 
different. For the oldest cohort of native-born Chinese, their average 
. educational levels were far bellow the Anglo level, especially in 
Cal iforriia. Then in the next cohort (1905-14) whose schooling was 

• centered in the '1920s,, native-born Chinese registered sharp increases.;^ 
' their educational attainments (most strongly in California, but also in 



Hawaii and elsewhere) and reached parity with Anglos. An important. . * 
component of the educational progress of native-born Chinese was above 
average levels of college attendance (primarily in California). Then in 
successive cohorts, native-born Chinese maintained educational equality 
with Anglos or a modest edge (California). Finally,' in the youngest 
cohort, Chinese educational advances jumped far ahead of Anglos — 
primarily -through higher leveTS-frf college attendance. The pattern of 
change of the youngest cohort of Chines^ closely resembles the 
comparable shift for native-born Japanese. 

The analysis of the historical trend of educational attainment of 
native-born Filipinos rests on a much weaker empirical base. The 
numbers of cases in most cells are quite small and any inierpretatiori Of 
trends must be considered tentative. There has been- a steady expansion 
of native-born Filipino, educational attainment, with the most; important 
shift occurring from the 1915-24 to 1925-34 birth cohort in Hawaii — .; 
where average education rose by almost 2i years. Schooling continued to 
expand for the youngest cohort of native-born Filipinos in Hawaii, but 
there appears to have been a leveling off of educational gains (a small 
decline) for Filipinos in the rest of the' U.S.' Since this observation, 
rests on a very small sample, further investigation is necessary to 
confirm this- trend. Overall there appears to have been a trend towards 
a/ narrowing of the Anglo-Filipino educational gap, but parity had still 
not been achieved. 

• It seems that Japanese and Chinese families have been able to 
confront the societal discrimination of the first half of the century 
and encourage/support t he educa ti on of their Amer i can? born^ch i 1 dreri at 
levels comparable (or above) that of the majority population. The 



cohort of American-born Chinese educated before World War I experienced 
an educational disadvantage, but this disappeared in the next cohort., 
Japanese and Chinese born in California, did'- best^pf. all , but those i 
other parts of the country also achieved educational levels equal or 
above whites. It appears that an explanation for Asian-American 
educational success cannot be specified in terms of favorable 
geographical settings alone. 

One possibility might be that the utility of education differed for 
Asian-Americans than for Anglos. A common observation in the race 
relations literature is that the lower economic gains associated with 
minority education provided weaker incentives for continued schodling 



(Blau and Duncan, 1967:211-212). This hypothesis suggests the economic 
value'of education influences the degree W structural support for 
schooling by the family and other social situations. If education 
"matters", then parents and students will be more motivated to (invest in 
"human capital" as a channeTfor social mobility. This assumes that the 
opportunities for schooling are available on a universal istic jbasis. 

Table 7 provides a modest test of the structural incentives for 
educational investment among successive cohorts of native-born 
Asian-American males with 1970 Census data. Occupational attainment 
(indexed by the Duncan socioeconomic index) is regressed on a set of- 
ethnic, dummy variables (Anglo js the omitted category), .current : 
residence, years of schooling and three ethnic by years of schooling 
interaction terms. Metric (unstandardized) regression coefficients can; 
be compared across birth cohorts (each column i s a separate equation) . 
The shift in occupational' levels across the life cycle 1s fconfOunded 
with inter-cohort change, but this does not appear to bias/ the/results 
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(similar equations were estimated with 1960- Census data and the results 
are consistent with those presented here). 

Table 7 - About Here 

The most consistent finding from Table 7 is the strong effect of \ 
years of schooling on occupational attainment in each birth cohort. \ 
Among the oldest cohort (above age 65* in 1970) i, each year of schooling 
is associated with an increase of 3 SEI points;- this rises to an effect" 
of almost 5 points in the youngest cohort. The direct ethnic effects 
and the ethnic by education Interactions do not reveal common trends for 
all three Asian populations. 

/ The net Japanese ethnic variable has-been consistently, negative for 
all birth cohorts, but -only, reaches •statistical .significance for the two 
birth cohorts of 1915-1924 and 1925-34. For these' same two cohorts, the 
occupational returns to -Japanese schooling were significantly steeper 
than the Anglo rate (replication with 1960 Census data confirms this^ 
finding). This suggest a wider occupational gap between those wfth low 
and high educational attainment for this generation of Japanese- 
American sQ These cohorts experienced the internment during World War II 
in the early stages of their adult careers or as students. They resumed 
of entered the labor force as young adults in the postwar era. It seems 
that those with higher educational attainments were able to recoup their; 
1 0SS ; but those with less education experienced a permanent 1 oss in ; r 
their occupational attainment. 

The pattern of Chinese effects, both the net ethnic coefficients 
and the education interaction terms, do not show a consistent 8 pattern 
across cohorts (nor do they approach statistical significance) . The 



pattern of Filipino coefficients reveals a net positive effect of 
ethnicity, but a consistently lower occupational return to education. 
However, these effects are only significant for* the youngest. cohort. 

- These equations have also been estimated with I960 Census data and 
with other dependent variables (the probability of professional 
employment and the probability of self-employment) and the. results are 
generally consistent with those presented here. For the middle cohorts 
of native-born Japanese men (and to a lesser extent for comparable 
Chinese), the education interaction term promotes entry into 
"professional employment and is negative in predicting self-employment. ■ 

These results are important because they indicate that for 
native-born Chinese and Japanese men, education brought "as much 
occupational advancement (sometimes more) as it did for majority men. 
This is not the case for Filipino .men. This does not mean that Chinese - 
and Japanese men did not experience occupational discrimination. In 
fact, the record is clear that formal and informal racial bars were 
common on the West Coast during much of the first half of the 20th 
century. But through /Various channels, jncludihg the; indep . ;\ 

professions and the ethnic economy, Japanese arid Chinese nien were able 
to realize economic returns (measured by occupational status) to . 
education that was cbmparabl e to Angl os. Al ong with other factors; thi s v - 
may have reinforced the Asian-American emphasis on ediicafional 
investment. - 



CONCLUSIONS ;V 

The contemporary pattern of ^ian-American educational 'success has •• 
roots that extend back to the late 19th and early 20th century. The . 
historical record, however, is not simply one of a straightforward march v 
from uneducated immi grants to a thi rd generation with post-graduate V. 
degrees. - Nor can an expl anation that begins and ends with the high 
educational ambitions of Asian-Americans suffice as an interpretation. . 
Both of these elements contain more than a grain of truth, but a close ; 
examination of the evidence reveals a more complex picture. The : : 
episodic character of "Asian Immigration, has had a major influence on the 
development of Asian-American minorities in the United States. ^ 
Moreover, there have been . significant variations in the structure of the 
separate Asian ethnic populations which are masked in the broad label of ^ 
Asian-Americans. Within the limits of 1960 and 1970 Census data, we 
have explored the path of educational change for the three major 
Asian-American groups - the Japanese, Chinese, arid Filipinos., , ' 

In spite of the intense bigbtry and discrimination encounjgi^by 
Japanese immigrants and their children in the decades prior *o World War 
Hi the Japanesecorrmunity had a number of unusual strengths. First,; 
the immigrant stream which arrived around the turn of the century ,: 
appears to have had a fairly high level of education - comparable' to ' 
the white population of the same generations." ' The expectations for > 
. their children's education was surely nq less than their, own. The 
,,: Japanese immigrants entered the farm economy first as; laborers, and then 
as farmers, later spreading the ethnic; economy to grocery wholesaling 
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and other urban enterprises (Daniels, 1972; 



Li ght,1972; Bonaci ch and 
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ModejK 1980)1 " While the, confinemerjt^of Japanese-Americans to the / 
^thnic econo^was a mark of their oppression, it also reinforced ethnic 
solidarity and frequently led to some level of economic success. These 
conditions may have also strengthened the Japanese commitment to they 



education of their children., Uhlenberg (1972)" observes that th< 
Japanese-American 'pattern of later age at marriage and a smaller family 
size may have contributed to a favorable environment for achievement.. 
For the 'native-born population, our historical analysis reyals '' that 
Japanese-Americans had educational levels equivalent with /hites early' 
in the twentieth century (both in California and elsewhere). Given the 
limited! opp^rtunTties for Japanese-American achievement at the time, it 
is. not very surprising that this early record of educational success 
became, a -central element of their ethnic culture. . 

Chinese immigration to\the United States began in the middle y,' the 
19th century and continued for several decades as a stream of male 
laborers wi th minimal educational qua! if ications. With the Chinese 
Exclusion Act of 1882, immigration was sharply restricted to. the 
families of resident Chinese -and to special cases, most of whom had 
higher educational qualifications.. This meant a sharp reduct-Wn i n 
Chinese /mmi gration al ong. wi th a dramatic increase in the educational 
levels of 1 ater cohorts of Chinese who arrived e°arly in the 20th / 
century* Although it is difficul t to assert cause and effect, there was 
' a comparable, upward shift in the educationaV.attainments. of native-born 
Chinese^ Americans schooling in : the 1920s and 1930s.:,! 

;This 1 fed; to educati onal parity with whi tes ,. both for^Califor-nia and; g 
elsewhere; . '•:.->-.• • "':$■•> • •:• 

-••v;. ; - ■ ■ '•' ,' -• •' ■ '■' ' •• ?• .' .' : 
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For Filipinos, the empirical record is much more ambiguous and not 

* ■ ' .••*•"' 

quite as positive. There has been a real upgrading of the educational^ 

levels of both foreign- and native-born Filipinos across' successive 
cohorts, but parit/with whites has yet to be achieved.' There "is a 
troubling sign of a siowing-down in the rise of schooling of the 
native-born Filipinos outside of Hawaii, but the evidence 1s too shaky/ 
to make a conclusive statement. 

Several factors do seem to have' been common; to As ian-Ame^can 
educational advance, particularly for Japanese and Chinese. First, the 
closing of the door to further Asian immigration ' certainly lessened the 
pressures on the local ethnic population to absorb; and .support 
.additional kinsmen. This may have allowed marginal resources, to be 
invested in the education of children, rather than supporting a growing 
ethnic enclave. For the middle decades of the twentieth century, the 
Japanese-American population grew very slowly and the Chinese- American 
population experienced an absolute decline in numbers -for several 
decades. Moreover, restrictive immigration.^ pp^vici r es meartfr th^only 
highly educated Asians were al lowed to enter the United^ States — \ 
immigrants who very often had educational qualifications superior to the 
native white population of the United States. 

Another important factor is that Japanese and Chinese educational 
attainment seems to have "paid-off" in terms of occupational advancement 
(measured by Duncan SEI) at the same rate (or higher) than whites. This 
does not mean that Japanese and Chinese did not experience considerable 
occupational .discrimination (indeed considerable research clearly- .. 
documents pervasfve bigotry) . But education was as effective a chajinei; 
for the social mobility of Asians as it was for Angl os. This may* have 



.been because Asians pursued different Occupational careers than those of 
"whites — specializing 1n the Independent and technical professions, 
where discrimination 1s likely to be Jess. Moreover, skeptics may 
reasonably doubt that equivalent' returns- of occupational status to 
education for Asians means that Asian-Americans attain comparable 
positions of job authority, public/visibility or access to positions of 
institutional power. 

As Asian-Americans have encountered a moderate amount of economic 
success in the postwar era, their educational atta1nments>-*ave shot up • 
to record levels, where college' graduation appears to be the median 
attainment. While the high educational levels of new Asian Immigrants 
add to- this picture of extraordinary educational achievement, it is also 
the native-born who have participated in thfs upsurge of educational 
^advancement. Since the ethnic economy and residential segregation 
appear to have jegsene d- i,A recent years, it. becomes .jnore difficult to.* 
find explanations rooted' 7 in the structural position of Asian-Americans. 
While Asian-Americans born in California are most successful , the sharp 
rise in educational levels is evident In Hawaii and elsewhere, is the 
contemporary pattern an example of a short-term cultural lag that will 
. diminish as Asian-'Americans become more socially integrated with 
American society? Or will the distinctly high level of educational 
ambition .and attainment of Asians -continue? Neither theory-nor the' 
empirical record provide a firm base for a prediction. ; ^> 
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Table 1 Number of Immigrants 3 .to" the United States., from China, Japan 

• and the'PhilVTppines.; : ; (yy&.p ^V^'"^:\i 



: i . Xhina 1 ^ Japan^ Philippines 
1971-79- 45,400 v ! 312,700 ■ . -U'Va 

1961-70 109,800, 40,000 . * 98,400: : 

/^9l5i^60^25^2b0:;;:t;'c46V300; ;\^f\-1.9,300^v,;; ; •;: : o.*£<s 
• : ^194^1^i5b ' -Hl6 ; i 709:- vi ^^1;;555/ - .: ,.69I;k;v-;:' 'Vf. 
1931-40 ^4,928 1,948 528 
1921r30 29,907 33,462 • o - ^t^-^vyr 

•■:^si9ii£20^ 

1901-10 20,605 129,796 * - i 

• \'-:v^l891^1900^il4-;799;;;^ 
•;' ; 1881-90 61,711 ■ 2,2.70 ., ,-. . f^i^ 

1871-80 123,201 149 Cf:^:^v\;>; 

1861-70- 64,301 186 . ■ • ••/Vf: :'=-"'.-- 

1851-60 .41,481- - . '■^i' v ;^;;>'x:-^::::<;-;\.:^ .••y\>&-*i 

a) ^definition of immigrants has varied considerabWoove^Jhi|;;W 
perji od (see U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975, ;pp. 97-98). _ In 
qeneral, these figures are .. 1 ower than the total number of 
arrivals. Prior to 1906, data were compiled by the country f rom • 
which Ithe immigrants came; thereafter, by country .of last 
permanefe. residence.. Data by country of birth (published^since ; . 

. 1950) WhW somewhat different levels of inimigratipn.from^the 
countr^esMsee U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979, Tables 126 and 

*■ 127.) \ 0; : g : ;uA -;,-;/U, 

b) Includes' Hong Kong after 1951 and Taiwan after 1957. 

c) No record of immigration from Japan prior to 1861. - 

d) Philippines were not reported separately prior to 1936. 

Source: 1851-1950 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, }^5» Pp. 109-110. 
— ; 1951-1979 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982, p. 89. — . 
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■ '43- ; >;,:/-. r ^-.f 
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750 TT 



381 
198 
118 
78 
75 
62 
72 
90 

'107 
105 
63 
35. 



52 
45 
47 
48 
59 
70 
79 
90 

<gg 

gg 

100 . 



FILIPINOS Hawaii 
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1970 
I960 
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1940 
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61 
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Pop.(ooo) ^ftb; 



~54~3~ 
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.46 

45 
5 
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53 
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Notes: - Figures not availabl e. 
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Census counts, for the same year vary depending upon the base, of jconplete 

count or sample data (see U.S. Bureau of the Census, ig.63c,: p.xi).. . |g 

Figures ih " this * =>k1ri eolootoH •*■/■* nsvimno tho cnncictsnrv fn» thp ;i 

same year ie*g>; 



tab! e were selected to maximize the consistency for the 
tables tbat reported both race and nativity. / 



Sources: 
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U.S. Bureau of c the • Cen sus, 1 943 : Tab 1 e 4; 1953 : Tab 1 es 28 ,29 ,30; ; V 
1963a:Table^^ 34,58; 1973b:Tables 3, 18,33; 1975:p. 

l9dl:ta^le^l^983:tablMg4. Schmi tt , 1968, ; Tabl es 17; 26* 27; ; ; 1- 
McKenzie, 1928,,ip. 183. 
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Median Years of Completed Schooling of Ethnic Populations by Birth 
.Cohort (Age in I960), Sex, and Nativity Status, based upon 1960 
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U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1963a, Table 3 

U.S. Bureau of the Census , 1963b, Tables 19,21, 22^23,29,30 and 31. 
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As i a n - Ame ricans, by Bi rth Cohort, Sex, lia ndl Ni ti v i ty^S tlal^^ba sedi 
upon. 1960 Population Census data 



Census data"; - -v'-d ' ti^^^^Mh it- '■' • '■ ti ■' •*« 

| , " r j__- } " . 

- : Native Born ^' . Fdreign Born " 

1 oh o r t ( Age in 1960) Japanese .Chinese Filipino Japanese Chi nese Fi-1 i pi no 
)35-39 (20-24) -.28 ~~ " 

)25-34 (25-34) -.23 
J15-24 (35-44) K -. 14 
m-\9UC (45-64) \J -.06 
if ore 1895 (65+) -.01 




-.30 
-.19 
.08 
.36 



.10 
.24 

;39 % 
.23 \ 



^17" 
-.38 
-.41 
.09 
.09 



^~7T 
-.13 
.14 
.41 

;57 



T2T~ 
-.15 
135 
.48 
.54 



J35T3T 



T2TF21 



J25-34 (25-34 

) 15-24 (35-44) 

395-1914 (45-64) 

tfore 1895 (650 



•a 
. \ 



V ■ . ' • 

V • 

Same; as Table 3. 



Native Born 


•• •• '-. .. 1:. 

Filipino^ 




Foreign 


Born 


Japanese Chinese 




Japanese Chi nese Fi ii pi no 


-.34 .,• -;3l 
-.24 -.28 
-.04 -.13 
,J5 .05 
.32 C .45 


.04 • 

.10 

.35 

.20 

,14 


, .15 
.02 
-.10 
.32 


.16 
..28 
? .53 
.72; 


v -.17 
* .07 






-I. ■: 

V . ■*■ 

\ 




• ' 



"fill 



•.«Un.< 



ERIC 



Mean tears of Schooling and Occupational Status of 'oW^n-Bprn Asian- An* Means 
and Nat1ve-Bnrn and Fnrelgn-Born Anglos by Birth Cohor^and 5ex 



SCHOOLING 



Hen 



' Angl o 



short 
\ 

i / 
1R95 D 



10 HAL SE1 



Mative-fcbrn 
x "c.v. 



for. Born^ 



Japanese Chinese 



fjUpino 

r 



12.5 
II. 8 

n.4 

10.4 
9.3 
6.? 



(.23) 
(.29) 
(.29) 

lis 

(.«* 



11.9. ( 
10.4 
10.6 
10.5 

9.0 

5.9 



.37) 
(.38) 
(.38) 

m 



15.0 
15.2. 
13.9 
9.6 
7.8 
6.4 



(.22; 
(.24 
(23 

.58 
.70 



14.5 (.27)J3.9 
12.1,. (.42) 12.6 
10.7 (.50) 9.8 

7.8 (.70 V6.4 

4.9 (1.02) 5.3 
2.5 (1.67V 



3.8 (1 



Hen 







Anqlo 






Nativr-Born For. Born 


ohort 


* * 


c.v. * c.v. 


a - 


43 


(.58) 45 ( 


.58) 




4? 


(.58) 38 


.63) 


8 


40 


(.57 40 


.<L4) 


a 


37 


(.63) 41 


:U 


I04 b . 


30 


(.63.) 30 . 




lB95 b 


28 


(.67) 26 


[.61) 



Ja panese Chinese Filipino" 

c.v. 





Anqlo 


NatWe-Born For. 


Born 




c.v. 


.'IV, X •: 


C.V.' 


12.1 1 


.19 


12.0 




.29) 


11.5 


.24 


11.4 




.25) 


11.4 


.25 


9.9 




.39) 


10.3 


.31 


9.0 




.44) 


9.5; 


.36 


7.6 




.51) 


"8.6 


.39 


r 6:2 




.65), 



Women 



. f \- Anglo •••^• ! - 
Native-Born For. Born 



x • 


c.v. 


X 


/ c 


43 N ( 


i.47) 


40 




40 l 


.50) 


41 


:M 


40 l 


.50) 


34 




39 




'36 


i 


27 


III: 


25 




^26 




16 





61) 

.56) 
75) 



Japanese Tfflnese Finpino/ r ^j 



c^v. 



,12.« 1 


•24) 


>11.8i 

11.0 




1 



12.8 (.36) 14.2 
9;^ ; 58) 12.6 v 
6.9 (.83) 10.9; 
6;2/ (v95V e.A ;-!;! 

; 3.8.(1.34 . 4# (1. 
3.7 (K63) - - 



35h 
45)J 

67 I 
18)^ 



%m 



i Women 



Japanese - Chinese FIMpfiuT 



39 (.59) 
29 (.67) 
28. (.67) 
23 1.85* 
16 (.69 
13 (.54 



46 

33- 
32 

28. 

22 



-c^v. 



; c;v;^ 



(.46) 

C67) 
(.6*) 

m 



43 

38 
34. 

22 



(;45)g 
(.60)2? 
(.64^ 

:(.88]N 



\ 

less than 25 case's per\ eel I 
less than 10 cases ppr\cell 
1970 Census 
] 060 Census 



ses pe 



uibiifc Use Samples o' the 1960 and 1970 Population Censuses. 



V;/ 



ERIC 



Colfege of .Na live-Born "by Ethnicity, Birth Cohort, arid State of Birth: 
1970 Census* : : l ' - : •s.v^V;-^ 



Anglo 

1935-44 
1925-34 
1915-24 
1905-1914 
Before 1905 

Japanese 

1935-44 . 
1925-34 
1915-24 
1905-1914! 



j " California" , Hawa n .^-c-t-sewnere 

I total- Graded College Total "Graded Coll ege Total GraaecTCollege 



State: of Bi rth 
Hawaii 



"ETiewhere 



TO 
12.9 
12.6 
11.4, 
9.8 



14.3 
13.2 
12.6 
11.5, 



TT7B 
.11.4 



1.5 



Before 1905 10.3 



11.2, 


1.4 








io. a 


§ 








9.6 










11.9 


; \- ' . • 

2.4'Y 


13.7 


11.9 


1,8 


11.8 


1.4 


12.5 


11.6 


1.0 


11.6 


1.0 


10.8 


10,3 


.5 


10.7, 




9.2 


8.7 


.5 


9.6 


.7 


\ 6.8 


6.8 


0 



T2~r 
n.6 
11.4 
10.4 
9.3 



13.0 
12.6 
11.9 
9.9 
9.6 



11.4: 
11.4 

11. 1 

9.5 
9.1 



1 .7 
l.Z 

.3 
.5 



Pe rcent; Atte nding 
CaiiforniTThawaii 




75 
44 
33 

'25' 
20 



^ 52'-:,, 

30 / 

■■is . r 
12 ' 

'0 ' 



Chinese f 

1935-44 I 14.3 
1925-34 ! 13.6 
1915-24 ! 13.6, 
1905-1914 12.4, 
Before 1905 5.7 

Filipino . 

1935-44 12.0 
1925-34 12.4 
1915-24; 
1905-1914 
Before jl 905 - 

'•'■.!' '■ 

Notes : •;• 

- Less than 10 
* 25 or less 



12.0 
11.7 

n;6, 

10.8, 

5.3- 



10.9 
11.4 



2.3 
1.8 
2.0, 

1.6* 
.4 



1.1 
.9 



13.9 


11.8 


2.0 


12.9 


11.1 


1.8 


12.7 


11.7 


1.0 


12.0 


10.8 


1.2 


12.1 


10.9 


1.2 


10.8 


10.2 


1.2 


10.7 


10.1 


.6 


9.7 


8.8 


.9 


8.0 ' 


7.4 


.6, 


8.0 


7.7 


..3 


11.8 


11.0 


.8. 


11.0 ' 


10.4 


.6 


11.2; 


10.7 


.4 . 


11.2, 


10.2, 










9.8 


9.5 


.3 








8.6 


8.3 


.2 








7.0 . 


6.8 


.2 



69 

, 49 
\ 52, 
\ 35, 

t - ■ 
\ • , 



'54 
27 

30, 
,18 
" 112' 



\ 36, v : : tp, 

\ 43 \ '17 

v. \- 



Graded schooling range's from 0 to 12 years , col lege from 1 to 6 years.. Al 1 
persons with r'12 or more years of schooling are Coded 12 for graded schooling; 



Source 



with 12 oV less years of schooling are coded 0 on the college variable. 
Public Use Sample of the I970 t Population, Census. . 




Table 7 Eff Jcts a of Ethnicity and Education on the Occupational Attainment of 
Native-Born Men by Birth Cohort: 1970 Census - / 



Birth Cohort 

\896 at inierv lew/ % 


1935-44 
f 25-34) 


1925-34 
(35-44) 


1915-24 
(45-54) 


1905-14 
(55-64) 


ETHNICIiy S. 
Anglo + 

Japanese r: 
Chinese 

Filipino : 


- 9 

18* 
27 


-21 
- 9 

2 


T<k'. : .: : T'- 
-22 

, 12 
• 13 V 


-10 

10 


Years of Schooling 


4.9 


* 

4.3 

■ * y 


■ •* 

4.0 


3.6 


Years of Schooling X Japanese 


0.5 


1.3 


1.2 


- 0.2 


Years of Schooling X Chinese 


- 1.0 


0.8 


- 0.8 


0.5 


Years of Schooling X„ Filipino 

r ■ ■ . 


- 2.7 


- 0.6 , 


- 2.2 


- 2.1 


Constant 


-17 


-7 


-3 


2 


R 2 (W jus ted) " 


33.7% 


38.1% 


34.1% 


30.0% 


(N) \ \ 


■ (1222) 


(1243) . 


(1273) 


(827) 



Befor¥1905 




'. 8 ••• * 

21.8%, 
(^5) 



Notes:- / '• . '•• /•.•..' . : . ■. .•• 

" a The regression equation includes current residence as an inaepende-t 

variable (dummy variable classification: California, Hawaii , New 'ork-, 
Rest of U.S. -Metro, Rest of U.S. -Nonmetro) in addition to those listed . 
above. . • ■ \ •'• ■ . 

* Statistically significant at the .01 level; 
Sources: Public Use Sample of the 1970 Population Census — 



